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Abstract

This study investigates the perception of the sunken costs of an urban development project, which is currently
a social problem through a questionnaire survey. The results indicate that local and federal governments, political
authorities, association members, landowners, etc, partially recognize their responsibility in bearing the sunken
cost. It is also found that all stakeholders who participated in the maintenance project felt shared responsibility
of bearing the sunken costs and exchanging solutions to mitigate the same, rather than making one party deal
with the same. This study also suggests that with regard to reducing these sunken costs, the public sector should
offer indirect support (by bearing the cost of infrastructure, tax benefits, regulation relaxation, etc.) rather than
direct support so that the association members can make a reasonable choice on the project execution,
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Table 1. Facilitation areas in Goyang city

District Area Start date (yy/mm/dd) Num, of
(m?) Committee  Association  contractors
Wondang 116,335 10229  11.12.30
commercial
Wondang 1 123,537 10.12.29 11.08.17 1
Wondang 2 65,190 11.05,31 11,1229
Wondang 4 62,008 11.06.03 12.02.04, 1
Neunggok 1 40,982 10.12.03 11.07.18 1
Neunggok 2 157,649 11.03.30
Neunggok 5 130,698 12.05.18
Neunggok 6 82,663 10.10.08 11.11.09
llsan 1 75,638 10.12.17
llsan 2 116,391 11.10.21 12.02,10
Goyang 1-2 16,047 07.04.23 09.11.20 1
Goyang 3—1 34,315 07.10.05 - 1
Gwansan 1 6,986 05.12.05 06.01.10 1
Neunggok 2—1 33,359 03.12,29 07.08.31 1
Heangsin2—1 13,087 - 11.08,
Neunggok 1-6 23,500 - - 1
Tanhyun Jugong 25,143 — 03.06.30 1
Table 2. Descriptions of questionnaire survey
Items Descriptions
Survey duration 2013.11, (1 month)
Group A: Association members
(A-1: agreement, A-2: disagreement),
Respondents Group B: Experts’ groups of urban

development project
Group C: Government employees

200
187
Door—to—door interview

Investigation of the perception of the
sunken costs of an urban development

Num, of initial survey
Num, of respondets
Survey method

Survey objective

project
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Table 3. General information of the survey

it Num, of Ratio
ems response (%)
Sex Man 137 73
Woman 50 27
Twenties 3 2
Thirties 37 20
Forties 57 31
Age groups Fifties 48 25
Sixties 25 13
Seventies 13 7
Eighties and over 2 1
Not reponse 2 1
House 17 9
Townhouse 32 17
Type of Apartment 100 53
possessions Multiplex housing 15 8
Commercial and others 19 10
Land 6 3
A Comrjlttge members of the 89 o4
association
Association members 21 67
Others 60 9
Group Contractors 8 16
s B Experts 24 48
Developers 2 4
Others 16 32
c Local government 39 81
Central government 9 19
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Figure 1. Perception of current situation of an urban

development project
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Figure 2. Degree of awareness of sunken costs
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